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From: RYBURN, CHARLES S (SBC-MSI) [cr1551@sbc.com]
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2002 9:07 AM

To: ‘Cathleen Schultz'

Cce: 'Imessing@ctia.org’

Subject: RE: Wireline-Wireless LNP

Cathleen,

I responded to Karlyn's voice mail last evening and asked her to email me
more details. At the time, I didn't know you were doing that. Part of the
message I left for Karlyn explained that the same rules for rate centers
held true for Interim Number Portability as with the National Rollout.
After discussing with several folks here in the NAPM/LLC meeting who also
attend LNPA, we were all in agreement that in ports between Wireless and
Wireline carriers, the Wireless carrier would be required to abide by the
Wireline rate center rules. Therefore, customers can only be ported within
the same rate center.

I'm CCing Lori Messing of CTIA on this email. Lori is familiar with
Wireless Portability and may be able to add additional comments.

I hope this informatign is helpful. Please let me know if you have
additional questions.

Thanks,

Charles Ryburn
Area Manager - NPAC Inter-Industry Management
Co-Chair LNPA Working Group

----- Original Message-----

From: Cathleen Schultz [mailto:cschultz@crblaw.com}
Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2002 3:20 PM

To: RYBURN, CHARLES S (SBC-MSI)

Subject: Wireline-Wireless LNP

Charles

My name is Cathleen Schultz. I am a paralegal with Cole, Raywid and
Braverman. We spoke a while back about an LNP issue concerning one of our
wireless clients, Centennial, in Puerto Rico. Another issue has come up
that I was hoping I could discuss with you. We spoke with the FCC and they
advised us to contact the NANC.

The issue relates to porting a PRTC customer to Centennial. As a wireless
carrier, Centennial's rate center is larger than PRTC's rate center and, in
fact, encompasses several of PRTC's rate centers. As a result, as a
Centennial customer, the customer will be assigned to a different rate
center. PRTC is claiming this is location portability versus service
provider portability. I found the NANC reports from 1998 addressing this
issue but was not sure if there have been any developments. My guess is that
PR may be one of the first areas to encounter this issue.

If you have a few minutes, could you give me a call? I can be reached at
(202) 828-9838. Centennial has a meeting with PRTC on Friday and we would
like to brief them on the current state of the rules and technical aspects

(Karlyn Stanley, the partner here also working on the issue, left you a
voice message earlier. However, I thought it might be easier to connect via
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e-mail.)
Thanks,

Cathleen
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